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Figure 5.6   WasteAware indicators
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Figure  5.3  Waste services ladder by wealth category Figure 5.4  Composition of household waste, whole municipality

Figure 5.5  Average weight of waste per person per day
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Figure 6.4  Waste services ladder by wealth category Figure 6.5  Composition of household waste, whole city
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Figure 6.8  Municipal waste flows
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Figure  7.6  Waste services ladder by wealth category Figure 7.7  Composition of household waste, whole city

Figure 7.8  Average weight of waste per person per day
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